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DETAILED ACTION 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .1 7(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 
08/27/08 has been entered. 



Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments have been considered but are moot in view of the new 
ground(s) of rejection. 

Specification 

The specification is objected to as failing to provide proper antecedent basis for 
the claimed subject matter. See 37 CFR 1.75(d)(1) and MPEP § 608.01 (o). Correction 
of the following is required: 

Claim 24 recites the limitation "media". There is insufficient antecedent basis for 
this limitation in the claim. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 
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The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 1 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
incomplete for omitting essential structural cooperative relationships of elements, such 
omission amounting to a gap between the necessary structural connections. See 
MPEP § 2172.01 . The omitted structural cooperative relationships are: There is not 
relationship of step d. Correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

Claims 1-25, 27 and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed 
invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

Regarding claim 14, "a system "is recited, however, "a system" would reasonably 
be interpreted be on of ordinary skill in the art as software per se. (see specification, 
paragraphs 0045). (See MPEP 2106). 

Claims 16 and 17, full incorporating the deficiencies of their parent claim, are 
likewise rejected. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1 ) an application for patent, published under section 1 22(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 1, 3, 14, 16, 24, 26 and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Brandow et al. (US 6938041 , hereafter Brandow). 

Regarding claim 1 , Brandow discloses: A method of managing a relational 
database comprising: 

a. receiving queries in SQL, the queries comprising a plurality of query terms 
(i.e., the SQL statements received from the one or more clients, col. 7, lines 31-33, 
Brandow); 

b. interpreting the queries by associating at least one declarative language 
function with the query terms by converting the SQL to an intermediate tree 
representation corresponding to the declarative language function (the SQL statements 
are passed to the parser 261 which converts the statements into a query tree-a binary 
tree data structure which represents the components of the query ... see col. 7, lines 
35-40, Brandow); 
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c. converting the queries represented by the at least one declarative language 
function to a plurality of JAVA statement (see col. 7, lines 61-65; col. 13, lines 36-45, 
Brandow); 

executing the imperative language statements (see col. 15, lines 35-51, 
Brandow). 

Regarding claim 14, all the limitations of these claims have been noted in 
the rejection of claim 1 above. In addition, Brandow discloses: converting, the query to 
at least one data structure that is interpreted by an interpreted language interpreter core 
to perform the queries (the SQL statements are passed to the parser 261 which 
converts the statements into a query tree-a binary tree data structure which represents 
the components of the query ... see col. 7, lines 35-40, Brandow). 

Regarding claim 24, all the limitations of these claims have been noted in the 
rejection of claims 1 and 14 above. In addition, Brandow discloses: wherein the 
declarative language function is implemented in ML and the imperative language 
statements are JAVA statements (the SQL statements are passed to the parser 261 
which converts the statements into a query tree-a binary tree data structure which 
represents the components of the query ... see col. 7, lines 35-40; col. 7, lines 61-65; 
col. 13, lines 36-45, Brandow). 

Regarding claims 3, 16 and 26, all the limitations of these claims have been 
noted in the rejection of claims 1,14 and 24 above, respectively. In addition, Brandow 
discloses: wherein the declarative language function is identified by a pointer to further 
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code such that the declarative language function is treated as data within the plurality 
of imperative language statements (see col. 15, lines 60 to col. 16, lines 12, Brandow). 

Regarding claim 28, all the limitations of this claim have been noted in the 
rejection of claim 24 above. In addition, Brandow disclose wherein the imperative 
language is chosen from the group consisting of C, C++, Java, Modula2, and Smalltalk 
(i.e., Java, C, C++, see col. 15, lines 51, col. 16, lines 14, and lines 55, Brandow). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 4 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Brandow et al. (US 6938041 , hereafter Brandow) in view of Simon Peyton Jones et al. 
"Bridging the gulf: a common intermediate language for ML and Haskell", Copyright 
1998 ACM (hereafter Simon). 

Regarding claims 4 and 17, all the limitations of these claims have been noted in 
the rejection of claim 1, and 14, above, respectively. However, Brandow didn't disclose: 
wherein the declarative language is chosen from the group consisting of ML, LISP, and 
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HASKELL. On the other hand, Steele discloses: ML, LISP and HASKELL. On the 
other hand, Simon discloses: wherein the declarative language is chosen from the 
group consisting of ML, LISP, and HASKELL. On the other hand, Steele discloses: 
ML, LISP and HASKELL (see abstract, page 49). Thus, at the time invention was 
made, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to include 
wherein the declarative language is chosen from the group consisting of ML, LISP, and 
HASKELL in the system of Brandow as taught by Simon. The motivation being to 
provide the ability to compile as good code as a more direct route turned out to be and 
identify two alternative language designs and explore the choices they embody. 



Contact Information 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Cindy Nguyen whose telephone number is 571-272- 
4025. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30-5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Apu Mofiz can be reached on 571-272-4080. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Cindy Nguyen 
/C. N./ 

Examiner, Art Unit 2161 
/Apu M Mofiz/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2161 



